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1. Introduction

1.01. Study Purpose and Approach

The Downtown Tempe Community (DTC) commissioned Carl Walkerto condutt a review
of shared parking in downtown Tempe. The analysis of shared pasking involved a
comprehensive review of existing parking conditions (e.g,, patking inventorty, parking
occupancy) on a block-by-block and quadrant basis. Using the review of existing conditions
as 2 bascline, Carl Walker estimated future parking conditions (e.g:, future parking supplies,
demand) on the samie block-by-block and quadrant basis. The primaty purposes of this
parking study was to prjovi_de a review of current patking inventory, utilization, and demand
counts, as well as provide recommendations for possible future parking supplies and

management stiatepies based on shared patking concepts.

1.02. Scope of Setvices

The scope of services for this project corsisted of four piimary tasks. The final scope of

services is summarized as follows:

Task 1 — Review of Background Data and Definition of Parking Issues

o Submnit aii initial “request for information” (RFI) to become familiar with area issues,

existing facilities and other chatacteristics.

e Review any pertinent studies/repotts provided by the DTC concerning the study
area, including any previous patking inventoties, parking demand studies, traffic flow

analyses and proposals for any new parking facilities made duting previous planning

efforts.

> 1 o ME—
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s  While teviewing background matesials, identify major issues impacting patking and

identify information that will need to be updated.

Task 2 — Review Parking Occupancy and Turnover Surveys

Meet with representatives of the DTC to identify existing conditions and

confirin/document the existing paiking inventoy.

Review and evaluate development plans and other parking demand variables. This
will include identification of potential new sources of parking demand and supply

that may impact patking operations.
Identify and review available statistical data on land uses and parking utilization.

Review the inventory of existing parking in the study area (per a survey to be
completed by the DTC). Parking will be categorized based on location and the type
of parking provided (on-street vs. off-street).

Determine the existing peak patking oceupancy period(s). Parking occupancy counts
will be ¢comipleted by DTC staff duting a typical week. Determine parking surpluses
and deficits by block and quadrant/zone.

As parking demand can vary throughout the year, parking occupancy cousits will be
adjusted to better reflect typical parking conditions (if necessary)., Catd Walkerwill

wotk with DTC staff to determine appropriate adjustment factors and strategies.

Parking O W llce=u-
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Task 3 — Alternatives Analysis

Based on the initial review of current patking conditions in the study atea, conduct
an analysis of downtown patking supply and demand issues, The atialysis will

provide optons to meet projected futute parking needs.

Deterinie fiture parkitig demand by reviewing anticipated future development
plans and estithated parking deimaiids, Determine future paiking surpluses ot

deficifs on 4 block and quadrant/zone basis within the study atea.

Develop options for addressing cuttent and projected parking demands, based on

ohserved and pjrbj ected parking OCCUPANCY:

Review the City’s existing off:street parking fequirernénts/ordinances and shared

parking model, and provide recommendations for improving/updating them,

Develop short-tetm atid lofig-tetin tecoimimenided parking system improvements and

recomimend an improvement implémentatiofi program.

"Task 4 — Completion of Final Report

Provide a copy of the draft seport to the DTC fox final review, and incorporate any

final commesits and complete the final repost.

Present the final report to the DTC, Parking Committee 2nd designated
stakeholders.

parking B Wzallcer :

Pranning ~Engiheering  Résioration



Januaty 2007
1.03. Study Area
The study atea is roughly bounded by the Rio Salado River to the notth, University Drive to
the south, G.éliege Avérie t6 the edst and Farmer Avenue to the west. The following

g:rapiﬁc-iﬁﬁs‘tfateg the stidy area (study atea outlined in tuquoise).

Flgme 1. Study Atea
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2. Current Parking Supply and Demand

2.01. Curtent Parking Supply

‘The Downtown Tefnpe Gotmtitiity (DTC) conducted patking inventory and occupancy
counts starting on Tuesday Aptil 4, 2006 and ending on Saturday Apsil 8, 2006. The parking
spaces were classified into two piimary categories, on-street and off-street. On-street spaces
refet to spaces located on a foadway, adjacent to 2 block. Off-street spaces refer to spaces
located within a block. Gaﬁéxfa}ljr‘, all on-street spaces wete available for public parking while
the majority of off-street spaces were teserved for a particular group (e.g., specific
customers, reserved parking). In this repost, public parking will primatily refer to DTC
managed patking availablé to all user groups. Private parking will refer to parking owned

privately and desigriated for a specific business or uset group.

The downtown Tempe study area cutrently has a total patking supply of 9,944 parking
spaces. Of these, 9,438 parking spaces (95%) ate in off-street patking lots and 506 spaces
(5%) ate located on-street. The following graphic illustrates the total paiking supply located

at each block as of Apsil 2006 (off-street plus on-strcet).




Figute 2. Total Parking Inventoy by Block
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The following two subsections summarize the current downtown parking supply by type

(off-street versus on-stieet).

2,011, Off-Street Parking Supply
The study area contained an approximate total of 9,438 off-street parking spaces.
Thete ate cutrently approximately 2,974 public off-street parking spaces, with the

ternaining 6,464 parking spaces teseived for specific uset groups. Based on cutrent

parking space inventoties, the DTC cutreiitly tanages approximately 30.7% of the

Parking B Wl l€esw-

Plarining  Bfiginéering  Restorafian




iy 2007
total off-street patking supply. The DTC managed off-sireet facilities aie either
owned by the City of Tempe ot a ptivate entity, and parking is provided at a charge.
Some DTC parking Facilities utilize multi-space parking meters, while 6thets use exit-
cashiering technology and charge houtly parking fees.

The following graphic illustrates the off-street patking supply in each block.

Figure 3. Off:Street Parking Inventory
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2,012 On-Street Parking Supply

The study area contains appioximately 506 public on-street spaces, all of which ate

controlled by the city. The on-street parking is available to the public on a first-

come-first-serve basis, and single-space electronic parking metets are used to collect

parking fees and encourage vehicle turnover,

The following graphic illustrates the on-street patking supply located on each block

(sum of all on-street pa‘rking_ oh each block fice).

Figute 4. Oﬂ“sueetpmlqmg I.f.l‘?;e__ﬂtfdj.v
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2,02, Cutrent Parking Demanid

The Dowatown Tempe Commusity conducted occupancy surveys to determine how many
parking spaces were utilized during 4 typical peak patking period. The completed sutveys
provided “snapshots” of parkmg occuparicy, and did not attempt to determine the absolute
peal patking period. The parking occupancy surveys wete conducted every two houts
betweei 8:00 2.m. and 6:00 pan. on Tuesday, April 4 and Friday, Apsil 7, and between 6:00
pon. and 12:00 2.m. on Thutsday, Apil 6 and Saturday, April 8. The results from each of
the parkitig survey pesiods were grouped into Tuesday/Thutsday and Friday/Satuiday

counts.

The parking occupancy surveys looked at two categoties of parking; on-street and off-street.
The occupasicy surveys did differentiate between ge‘r‘iejral Pujblic and private off-street
patking spaces. Howevet, as most of the ptivate parking spaces proﬁded both emiployee
patking and custommer patking, dividing the user types for this limited occupancy sutvey
would have beefy imptactical. The intent of the surveys was to detetmine the overall level of
parking utilization in the study area, and the results will serve as a baseline for determinifg

future parking expansion needs and management options.

Prior to conducting the parking inventory and occupancy suLveys, block numbers were
assigned to the vatious blocks located in the study area. The block numbets shown in Fipure

5 will identify each block throughout this study. The following graphic illustrates the block

numnbeting séquefice.
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Some parking areas were not included in the parking occupancy counts. A total of 953
patking space$ were not included in the parking occupancy susveys. The following patking

ateas were not included in the parking sarveys:

¢ Block 3 — Shop of Ast Lot (8 spaces)

e Block 8 — Bandersnatch Lot {16 spaces)

o Blocks 12 and 13 — Maple Street On-street Parking (18 spaces)

¢ Block 17 —Tempe Beach Parking Lot and the Penny Saver Parking Lot (156 spaces)
e Block 18 — Hayden Ferry Lakeside Parking Structute (755 spaces).

Paiking WiV eallflcecr ;
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A tota] of 8,991 patking spaces were included in the patking occupancy sutveys (90.4% of

the total patking supply). Of the sutveyed supply, 3,356 spaces were available to the general

publie (régadeCSS' of destination) and 5,635 spaces wete ptivate (available to only specific

uset groups). The 3,356 public patking spaces included 2,868 off-street and 488 ori-street

spaces. The survéyed lots inclided the Armory Parking Lot located adjacent-to Block 7.

The overall peak perdod of parking cccupancy sccurted at 12:00 p.m. on Tuesday, April 4,

2006. During this period, a total of 6,384 parking spaces were occupied duting the survey

petiod. This level of usage translates into 71.0% of the sutveyed parking supply. The

fbﬂowﬁig tables iliustrate the total 6hseived occupancy levels for all blocks in the study area

duting the péals paiking peiiods (detailed results for all days can be found in Appendix A):

| Table 1. Overall Occupancy Results - Tuesday/ Tharsdfiy

Pasking Occupancy Results - Tuesday}’fhm.sday'()gcup@-cy Count (Total On-sieeet and Off-Sticer)

_Observed Patking Occupancy

6,00 PM

Plock #

239

#of Spaces

74

400 PM.
" 163

106

18

34

190

i3

.57

40

33

22

237

58

156

104

96

75

" 709,

329

525

473

413

198

193

14

oo

79

0

60

238

62

148

183

65

33

522

33

362

360,

239

234

155

Aol

101 .

107

N

99

wlojx|ofn|alulin]g

50

25

37

45

55

50

g

1273

786

795

570

299

209

=

1,092

431

_ A48

174

38

&

426

63

274

282

173

B

78

2

39

1

46 .

14

i

438

647

669

138

15

1028

517

587

273

120

16

505

147

170

159

N

17

0

 Not Countéd

T1gh

85

160

7

62

47

5.

19

890 )

95

309

369

236

202

TOTAL | 8991

4,095

4,973

4102

3483 )

2461

Notes: . _ _
* = Block 1 does not iclude the ASU FQﬂﬂdaﬁ(‘)ii Parking Structure {outside of the study area and sesteicted to specific users).
~== Takeside parkmg stouchire not inchuded in d;g:_pa;king pccupaney counts.
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Table 2. Petcentage of Occupied Patking — Tuesday/ Thutsday

Peicentage of Parl:ing_' Occupied - Tuesday/Thursday Qcenpancy Count (Total On-steect and OH-street)

L i ‘ Percentage of Parking Occupied _ _
Block # | # of Spaces | §00AM | 10,00 AM | 1200 PM | 2:00PM | 400 PM | 6:00 PM | 800 PM | 10:00 PM | 12:00 M

T 239 . 1 31.0% | 695% 71.4% 68.2% 44,49 40.6% . | 201% |. 143%
2 190 | 9.5% 23.2%. BT A% ] 30.0% 21.1% 32.6% 17.4% 11.6%
3 257, 24.5% | 544% 675% ) 658% 43.9% 45.1% 40.5% 31L6%
4 700 1 464% 80.3% 80.5% 14.0% 66.7% 74.6% 583% | 27.9%
5 193 38.3% 600% | 46.46% 40.9% | 492% 36,3% | 31L1%
3 238 26:1% 72.7% G2.2% 76.9% 55.0% 27.3% 13.9%
7 520 63.1% T15% 68.4% 68.1% 46.9% 45.2%. A4.2%
8. 155. 65.2% 76.8% | 65.2% 69.0% 1 684% | 63.9%
9 30, ) 500% 86.0% 14.0% 90.0% 1100% | 100.0%.
10 1,273 61.7% BLY 62.5% 44,8%. | . 3046° 73.5% 16.4%
a1 1,002 39,5%. 499% | 41.1% 159% § 9.2% 4.3% 3.5%
12 426} 148% 75.6% 643% | 66.2% 54.9% 33.8% 289% _
13 78 26.9%. 60.3% 50.0% 60.3% 66.7% 615% | 59.0%
14 U074 45:0% 11.3% 66:4% 68.7%. 65:3%  |. 75.8%
f} 1,028 50.3% 613% | oia% ] 511% 26.6% 16.6% 41.7%
16 . 505 . 201% 15 ] 414% 33.7% 31.5% 22.0% 28.9% 211%
A7 0 ] Not Counted ‘
184 188 86,5% 04.1%::) 88.1% 34.6% 33.5% 37.3% 25.4% 232%
S CHE 800 | 51.5% 47.3% 34.7% 41.5% 34.0% 2%.5%. | . 227%
TQTAL'__; 8091 45.6% 67.8% 55.3% 45.6%. 39.3% 33.8% 2TAY
Notes

% = Block 1 dots not include the ASU Founfation ?arkmg Structure {outside of the study area and restricted 1o specific users).
= Lakeside parkmg stancnre pot incladed in the packing occupancy couats,

Dusing the overall peak petiod of patking occupancy approximately 71.1% of the on-street
parking supply and 71.0% of the off-street parking supply was occupied. While the overall
observed peak parking demand occurred at 12:00 p.rn. on Tuesday, on-strect parking
oceupancy actually peaked at 8:00 p.m. on Thursday. Patking demand was greater during the
week than on weekends, primatily due to the existing mix of land uses in the downtown
(e.g-, significant amount of office space). However, weekend evenings had higher parking

oceupancies after 10:00 p.m than were observed on weekday evenings.

The following graphic provides a suminary of overall off-street and on-stteet parking

occupancies during the observed peak petiod of parking; Eight of the sutvey blocks had

[ amf= VS .
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parking occuliancies of greatet than 80%, and an additional five had occupancies greatet
than 70%.

Figure 6 OverallParlﬂng Occupancy at Peak (%) — Tuesday 12 p.m.
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fout sepatite parking quadiarts, The parking quadtants provide a mote uniform means of
Jooking at cufrent parking occupancy. Viewing parking occupancy from the perspective of
the ovetall study area, while useful in gauging the overall health of the system, does fiot

ptovide a picture of the patking envitonment in adequate detail. Some areas ifi the

pPaking MW callcer 13
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downtowrn miay have plenty of available parking while other areas may not have enough.

Also, looking at the parking occupancy on a block-by-block basis is not entirely accurate,

since some blocks have far mote patking than othets.

Breaking up ﬂle-study area inte multi-block ghadrants provides an intermediate picture of
parking adequacy, and also tikes into account patron walking distances. As future parking
needs are deteimined, parking supplies and occupancies should b feviewed on primatily a

quadrant basis. The four zones created were:

¢ Souitheast Quadrant — Bloeks 1 through 9

o Southwest Quadrant —Blocks 10 through 13
o Nottheast Quadrant — Blocks 18 and 19

s Northwest Quadrant — Blocks 14 through 17

The following gtaphics illastrate the boundary of each zone, as well as the observed pa,jtki’ng
occupancy durisig the peak petiod of parking (Tuesday at 12:00 p.m.) for each zone.

“Parking = blcemr
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Fjguxe 7. Parkxng()ccupancy by ane-—» Tuesday 12:00 p.to,
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2,03, Current Parking Adequacy

In determining the cuitent parking adequacy for the study area, it is important to definie two
terts typically used in analyzing patking adequacy: Effective Supplsr--and Design Day
Conditions. When a parking atea’s occupancy feaches 85-90% of the totdl capacity,
depending on the user group, the area becomes effectively full. When parking lot occupancy

exceeds effective capacity, usets bécome frustrated as it becomes incieasingly difficult to find

an available parking space. Users will begin to either park illegally in the lot ot leave the lot

Parking Waﬁker 15
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altogether and seatch fot parking elsewhere. In a downtown envitonment, when visitors ate
faced with significant parking difficulties, they will often avoid the downtown altogethet and
shop in the subutbs. The accepted effective fill percentige for parking in the downtown
study atea is 90%. This 10% “cushion” of spaces s used to accommodate spaces lost
temporatily due to construction, imptoper of illegal patking, and provides for shotter

searches fot available parking,

Design day parking conditions attempt to represent typical peak activity that may be
exceeded only occasionally during the year: Dué to the limited naturé of the occupancy
study for this project, as well as the time of the year the sutveys were completed, design day
adjustments will not be factored into the adequacy model. The octupancy swuvey that was

conducted provided an adequate “snapshot” of conditions during a typical peak period.

The followirig table illustrates the total observed parking adéguacy for the entite study area.
The cuitent parking adequacy is based on the obsesved parking occupancy at the peak
patking petiod (Tuesday 4t 12:00 p.m.) Overall, thete is a substantial surplus of parking

available in the downtown.

"Table 3. Cutj:ent Oveia]l Pakag Adequacy Numbgz

of Spaces

Current Total Pmkmg Supply 8,991
Cutrent Effecﬂve Parking Supply (90% of Total) 8,092 |
Observed Palkmg Occupancy 71.0% | 6,384

Cutrent Effective Patking Sutplus / Deficit 1,708

Based on the effective patking supply of the study area, there is cutrently a parking surplus

of 1,708 spacés ot approxitmately 21 % of the effective supply. This patking adequacy is

Car!
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based solely on observed patking demiand. Based on land use infofmation pi(‘:ﬂvi‘dg& by the

DTC, approximately 6.8% of the available building space in downtown is vacant, Therefore,
obsetved parking demand may be lower than the demand that would be calculated for the

individual downtown land uses.

It is important to note however that while a significant parking surplus exists in almost all
aieas, most of the parking is private and use is sesticted. Of the total off-street and on-
stteet parking supply in the study area, approximately 35% (3,480 spaces) is aviilable for
geneial public parking while the reriainitig 65% (6,464 spaces) is vestricted to ptivate parking
(&g employee only, specific customers only). At the overall peak parking petiod (Tuesday
at 12:00 p.in.); 82% of the surveyed public parking supply (on and offstreet) and 65% of the
sutveyed private patking supply wete utilized. Adjusting these numbers fot 2 10% effective
supply, approxithately 91% of the public patking supply was effectively full.

Patking adequacy was also estimated based on the parking quadrants described in Section
2.02; The following Parking adequacy tables illastrate the amount of available parking within
each designated zote, the effective parking supply, and the obseived occupancy. These
tables illuistrate parking adequacy based on the different peak parking periods in each zone,

As with the overall sdequacy calculation, the on-street and off-street supplies are combined.

Table 4 Pa1kmg Adequacy Southeast Quad.tant Number

lof Spaces

Current Total Parking Supply 2,540

Cugrentt Effectlve Pax:kmg Supply (90% of Total)

2086

Obsewed Palkmg 0ccupancy ;?6.9,"/6 1,953

Cuttent Effectlve Palkmg Suirplus/Defici

333

Parking Walkar 17
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Table 5. Palkmg Adequac:}f——SouthwestQuadrant ONE?;‘:CZ
Cuzrent Total Patkmg Supply ‘ 2,869
Cuﬂent Effecﬂve Parkmg Supply (90% of Total) 2,582
Obsmved Paz:klng Occupancy 71.9% 1 2,063
Cuuent Effes:ﬁve Pakag Surplus/ Deﬁcxt‘

‘Table 6. Patk_mgl{’lkd‘cquaq ‘-‘—‘Ngit‘hc‘zast Quaﬂrant o f Spaces

Current Total Parking Supply 1,075
Custent Rffective Parking Supply (90% of Total) 968

Observad Parkmg Occupancy - 640

Cmrent Effective Parking Sui:plus/ Deficit 328
Table 7. Parking Adequacy ~ Northwest Quadrant
i — _ of Spaces
Cuttent Total Parking Sﬁpgly 2,507
Cuttent Effective Parking Supply (90% of Total) _ 2,256
Obsetved Parking Occupaﬂc}r 68.9% 1;}23
Cusrent Effective Parking Surplus/Deficit] 528 |

All of the zonés ifi the study area currently have significant surpluses of available parking,
The Southeast Quadrant curréntly has the stoallest petéentage of surplus parking at 14.5% of
the effective supply. The Nottheast Quadrant currently has the latgest percentage of surplus

with 33.9% of the effective supply.

ﬁarlm
Parking " Parking W i lcezr- 18
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When looking at the parking adequacy of each of the quadrants, it is also importint to
reviéw the utilization of the public parking supply as well. Based on the occupancy sutveys,

the puiblic parking adequacy of each quadrant is as follows (effective supply factor is 90%):

* Southeast Quadrant:
o ‘Total public patking supply is 1,299 spaces:
»  On-street: 314 spaces -
»  Off-street: 985 spaces
o Effective public patking supply is 1,168 spaces:
x  On-steeet: 282 spaces
»  Offstrect; B8 spaces
0 Observed public patking occupancy was 1,075 spaces total:
®  QOn-street: 255 spaces
= Off-street: 820 spaces
o Public parking adequacy is a surplus of 93 spaces:
s QOn-street: 27 space surplus
n Off-stieet: 66 space surplus
o Southwest Quadrant:
o Total public parking supply is 935 spaces:
*  QOn:street: 43 spaces
»  Off-streét: 892 spaces
o Effective public parking supply is 840 spdces:
= On-street: 38 spaces
»  Off-street: 802 spaces
o Observed public patking occupancy was 805 spaces total:
®  On-street; 29 spaces
= Off-street; 776 spaces
¢ Public parking adequacy is a surphis of 35 spaces:

“ratking Wi allcen- 19
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*  On-stieet: 9 space surplus
= Off:stieet: 26 space sutplus
e Nottheast Quadtant:
o Total public par‘king supply is 34 spaces:
»  On-sticet: 34 spaces
*  Offstiéet: O spaces
o Bffective publi¢ parking supply is 30 spacest
*  On-stteet: 30 spaces
¥ Off-street: 0 spaces
6 Observed public parking occupancy was 19 spaces total:
*  On-street: 19 spaces
"  Offestreet: 0 spaces
o Dublic parking adequdcy is a sutplus of 11 spaces:
»  Of-street: 11 space suiplis
*  Offstreet: N/A
¢ Nosthwest Quadrant;
o Total public paikirig supply is 1,088 spaces (not including Tempe Beach):
s On-sireet: 97 spaces
»  Off-street: 991 spaces
o Effective public parking supply is 978 spaces;
*  On-street: 87 spaces
»  Offstreet: 891 spaces
o Observed public patking occupancy was 840 spaces total:
»  Oi-street: 44 Spacés
»  Off-stieet: 796 spaces
o Public paiking adequacy is a sutplus of 234 spaces:
*  On-street: 43 space surplus

Off-street: 191 space suiplus

“Farking W W llce=p
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2.04, Shared Patking Analysis Suinmary

Anothet way to evaluate parking supply and demand is through the concept of shared
parking. Shated parking is defined as parking that can sesve mote than one single land use,
without conflict. Shated parking is genetally applied to mixed-use developments; ot
downtows developments composed of several different land uses (e.g, retail, office, thester)
that ate significantly integrated. Using the shared parking model reduces the amaunt of
patking rieeded for a mixed-use dévelopment (or other groupings of adjacerit land uses), as
the effect of shafing patking requires fewer spaces than the sum of the parking needed fot
the individual Jand tises. This apalysis calculates the parking needed based on the current
land uses in the downtown, and projects a hypothetical parking accumulation thtoughout 2
typical weekday and weekend day (6:00 a.m. thiough 12:00 a.m:)

The followmg table details the cuitent land usés in the study atea, by block and by quadrant.
The dowiitéwh lanid use data uséd in this repott was provided by the DTC.

Table 8. Cusrent Downtown Laad Us

[ ) 4 15
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After totaling the various jand uses located in downtown Tempe, two separate shared

parking models wete utilized. Fitst, the standard Usban Land Institate (ULI) shared patking

model was used to estimate dowritown parking nieeds. Then, the approved City of Tempe

shated parking model was used to calculate parking needs. The results of each model wete

compated after calculating the estithated parking démands. The parking ratios and hourly

vehicle accumulation projections for each rodel ate included in Appendix B.

The foliowiﬁgrtables stitnmatize the resilts 6f the shatved Patking analysis for the study area,

by block and by quadrant (the nutiibér 6f spaces includes only surveyed spaces).

Table 9. Shated Patking Results by Block

Shated Parking Models

Block#t | o

Spaces

. Ohserved

Peéak
Oc,cupancy *®

% Oceupied

Observed
Peak
Day/Time

Adjusted ULl
Shared Parking *

City of Tempe
Shared Parking

_ 239

203

B4V

Tue. (12 piv)

190

114

60.0%

Fr, (12 pm)

251

219

237

17

T4.7%.

Tue. (12 pmm)

304

228

605,

_ 853%

Tug. (12 piil

1802

709

182

- 94.3%

Fri. (12 pm)

1220

475

430

195

B19%

‘Tue. (10 pro)

21

24

385

_12.8%.

Tue. (12 pm)

377

457

19

96.1%

B, (12 pm)

320

277"

58

116.0%

Fed. (10 prn)

476

599

4 3 1) ) 1 N P BN [ IS
b
L2
(W]

1,004

859%.

Tue, (12 pm) |

1,267 5064

=y
T
-]
§ Lnl
dis]
N

564

_51.6%

Tue, (12 pm)

64

e
N
B
B
C

88.7%

F, (12 pin)

554

457

[y
Lk
wall

378
71

91.0%

Tue. (12 pra)

212

180

N

810

8%

Fri. (12 a)

948

5

. 904

16; ..
17

I8

P, {12 pm)
Tue, (12 pm

Tue, {12

209

Tae, (12 pm) |

690

OVEBALL|

Tue. (12 pm)

9,308

Notes;

* = Peak occupancy shown is for each individual block, and the overall peak éricoinpasses the enfire studly ared,

~ = Includes estimated chtirch and viéant space demand (per City of Témpe demand ratios),

parking Wifcallcen
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Table 10. Shated Pasking Results by Quadrant

Quadraiit

Shated Parking Models

Observed Observed
Peak % Occupied Peak
Occupancy Day/Time

H#of

Adjusted ULI City of Tempe
Spaces

Shated Parking | Shared Packing

T om0 | 195 | 769% | Tue (12 pm) 5515 1 3068

sSwW | 2869 2,063 S 71.9% | Tue (12 pm) 1,854 T 3611

NE: 1,075 640 59.5% Tue. (1260 | 1344 1,249

NW | 2,507 T758 | 689% | Tue. (12 pm) 1722 2043

Notes:

~ = Tacludes estimated church and vacant space demand (per City of Tempe demand ratios).

As stated previously, 953 patkirig spaces located within the study area were not included in
the parking occupancy sutveys: The majority of these spaces were contained in the Hayden

Feity 1.akeside Parking Structure (755 spaces).

The UL shared parking model appéais to mote closely represent the parking demands
observed in the downtown study atea. Overall, the ULI miodel estitiates a parking demand
of 7,328 to 7435 patking spaces. This is apptoximately 1,000 spaces more than were
otcupied duting the peak period of patking dernand. The stafidard City of Tempe shared
paiking model Was much less representative of the observed patking demand, estimating an
ovetall need for between 9,706 to 9,971 patking spaces. This is over 2,000 spaces more than
the demand estimated by the ULI model, and over 3,000 spaces more than the observed
peak patking occuparicy. The differences in the two miodels come primadly from the higher
parking demand ratios required by the City of Tempe for call center, restaurant and theater

land uvses.

The existing city code provides flexibility in determining the nutnbet of parking spaces

required for individual developments. The code provides standard approved parking

demand ratios, a ptovision for 4 shared parking model and other alternative methods that

Ca

parking W W<
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could be approved by the city with a report from an expetienced consultant, The cutrent

patking code divides parking space requirement ratios into residential and non-residential

land uses. In reviewing this portion of the zoning code, Carl Walker compared City of

Tempée palkmg tgq}iiféhiéms to three typical industry standards, ‘The land uses included i

the cotmparison account for those that ase cutrently found in downtown Tempe. The

following mattix (Table 11) summarizes the results of the parking requirement compatison,

“Table 11. Patkisig Ratio Compatison

tadoss: 1 space pee 75 f. Quidsos
1'space pér 150 &5 or1 spate pec 4
seats if o patio wall

Quality Restaursit: 1 épice pee 50
&f

PFamily Résurant: | pice pecB3.33
s.f. (approx)
Fast Food: 1 spage Por 62558 vof

Kitchen, secving countes :md \vmbng
asca plus 5 spaces per seat.

Fine Restaveant: 1 space per 50 5.f.

Family Restauizant: 1 space per 67
s.f. (Approx}

Fait Food: 1 spate per 67 5
(eppro)

City of Tempe Natiofo} Parking i\ss‘&iaﬁ&ﬁ (1992 Ughint Land lastitute (20{}5) Iusm;:f '_?E' L Ts}spon.:mgn Comparison
TP S ‘ gineess (2004} C
{Office . o . .
General Office less than 30,000 5.6: | General Office less thant 25,000
1 spage per 278:5.5. (approx) 5.5 1 space pex 263 £ {oppiok) !
. tspace poe 352417 s, | spice pée311 s.f This
1 space per 300 s ey
Groerat Office more than 35,00 5. Géncaal Oi}]w?et\\-een 2300054, (ogprox) mcmgehreq\t;:rcmmt i
1 space pox 333 5., (:1 m\} asd 100,000 sprice pet 204 o an thie ciitrent
pacep PP s.£ (approyd City ochm9c #fandard,
Restéﬁr‘zﬂts‘ '
a e e Thc avnrzgc mdusu:y
Quality Restayrants Lspace | o0

pér 58 &.f, {appros

Fast Food: 1 spage pes 8l
122 s.f. (appeoe)

thiisi the currcn: Cityof
Tempé réquisénient.
Theée ¥ no differeace io
establishmiént Gpesin
Tempe's codc

iBarst:‘g. htclubs

1 space péx 50 5.5 N/A 1 space per 61 o.f @approx) | 1 space per 60 . {appross)
#ﬁ:caﬁ:r
§ sgiace pe 3 seats N7A Up by 27 3paves pox Seat {or 1.08 | .26 spaces per seat {or 1,04

spaces for évery 4 scnt.-.}

spates o every 4 seats),

|Retail

Indoor: & space per 300 5. Ouidods)
1 space per 500 £ Convéntcace
Stoxe: 1 space per 300 ££. Punitre:
15t 10 900 s.d @ 1 space pex S 5{}0 s.f

(199:9\ ); Seirvice Redail: § space

400,000's.4,

Gedétd Retadl: | spacie peic 303 5.5

417 6L (appm\.). Shoppmg Ceniters:
¥ spice por 250 5.5, for cénters up to

Comuunity Shopping less than
400,600 5.4 1 space per 250 s.£,

Gepeza Shopping: upio 1
space per 2H 5. (approv)

réqmch:entis
approximarely 1 space per

E Eugeent G ity
of 'I‘mnpe ztzqu:rcment is
dwer.

=1 & |

" paikifig O Wealllcer
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Natigasi Parking Association (1992)

1 space per unit plus officé ipace

1 space pér roome phs nddmonal
parhng for other land 3

1.15-1.25 spaces per room,

9% spaces per foom.

City bf Tempe Urbian Land Tnstitute (2003) !ﬁng: -m (ZOD 5 Compadison
Hotel
'Dcpcndmg én !ite tand

Tnmge-:cqmtcm:m is
slighsly lower thin
induitiny stmtads.

Residential

Singlesfadaily poquirchent is 2 spaces
pec i,

Residential - Qwoed: 1,5 spaces

pet unik “plus .15 spaces fac guests.

L85 spaces piex Ghit.

The xequzxcmz'nis fm: thé

Multi-family ranpes from 1210 3.2
spiices pee unit based on ¥he number

128 spaces (studio spartaients) to 2

Res:deuual Rented: L7 spaces

1.00 - 1.73 pier uriit.

dcmchcd aud 1.86 for

of bedsaoms. spaces per Qwellg it per uaif plus .15 spaces fn: puests. at)ta:h¢ 3 4\1’0135%3-
Medical Office.
Medieal Qfficé Buildings: Less than ) .
P T 5000 s.f2 1spaccpet167st' Medical Office; 1 spare pec 222 | oo o g
I spage per 150 5. @ppte " Ovei 5,000 5. f,;s 1 ipace f (szo*.‘)- 1 space per 283 5.£ (ap;
pos 182 s £ (ap‘ ] }nghcr
Chirch
L e Whﬂc there § 15 0o church category,
1 space Pf;t 109 :uil f‘_’i sanctudcy #5 por peison in MNA 1 space px 128 siF (approst)
Prus SChacs, ste. pmmtmi cnpam} " tanddtds,
Seriice’.
1 space per 300 5.8 I spage pec 417 &1 (approx) NA NA had thé 4¥aflable industiy
sthidieil, '
Bank-
The snéustzy avi eragc
; g 1 per 250 s.E LOZSO(}()OSF 1 per e B N ] ; g
1 space ger 300 8.8 3038, (nppro’c,) fo: oved 364 000 s, £ 1 gpaces per 217 = F. approx) |1 space pee 435 s.f. (approx)
SR b
The City of Tenipe
1 space per 300 5.£, plus § ¢rop-o. NA 1 space pee 316 f Gupprox) ;::m:?.iﬂfg
space per cggi_:t_ éncolléd prsons. " stadardss
Warchouse o .
' ) The City of Teaips
5 spates por 1,.000 &£ plus any NA A1 spaces pes 1000 s.f requirerniat is higher
ofﬁcc, s:\les, €10, se rcqwmments. hiai industey standar ds
Na NA NA N6 confiptison available.
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. o o . i s o _— ; Ins!xmrcof'fmns;mrtnﬁon .
City of Tempe Natigad] Pasking Awsticiation (992 ) Urban Leed Institute (2005) tﬂgmcm {2004) CGoryparison
Tnstructional
1 spicé b 200 £ o clssecion NA NA NA No compasison availdble.
space
Vacant La'nd
Caleitatid at ¥ space pee 300 £, NA A NA No.tgttiparison available|

Tn sotiie ¢hses, the parking réquired by the City of Tempe is slightly highet than typical
industry standards. The parking demand ratios recommended in the industey can be useful
in projecting possible parking demands for planning putposes. However, it is importaiit to
keep in mind that hldusuy'P_gﬁkfﬂg dermand ratios ate based on data collected actoss the
country, and the parking demand genetated by Jand usés in one musticipality may diffes
greatly from those gederated in ariothet, Also, other factoss such as land use density, captive
matket impacts and the usé of alterfiative modes of transpottation can impact parking
demand, A copy of the parking demand ratios formulated by the Usban Land Institute ate-
included in the shared pagking model provided to the city by Carl Walker.

Thetefore, no ir_nm&cii&fte changes to the City of Tempe parking ratios are tecommended at
this time. A possible exception to this could be a feduction in the parking requited for Call
Center land uses, ot at least 2 réduction in the projected vehicle dccummlations. Howevet; to
reduce the likelihood of providing too much parkirig in the downtown, it is recommended
that the city adopt the methodology included in Section 3.03 of this study. This will
encourage a higher level of utilization of existing parking resources, and reduce the amount

of parking that needs to be provided due to the linpact of shared parking,

The shated parking model provided by ULI also provides adjustments for the seasonality of
patking, Some land uses experience different parking demands throtighout the year, such as

movie theatet demhand peaking during summer months. The prevxously noted parkmg

dematid estimate calculated using the ULT shared parking model reflects the peak month of

" Parki g'Waﬂkﬁr
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patking, Howevet, if the shared parking calculation fot the month duting which the

occupancy counts were conducted (April) were used, the ULI calculated parking demand
would range from 7,126 to 7,145 spaces, This is withini 12% of the level of patking demand
observed duting the parking occupancy counts. The City of Tefpe shared parking model

There ate other forces impacting the parking detnand observed in the study area that are not
necessatily addressed by the shared patking models, 6r quantifizble from the data gathered
during the parking occupancy surveys. Among these factors are drive tatios (the ratio of
people dnmgm single occupancy vehicles to the land use véfsus using another forim of

transpottation) and captive matket ratios (the tatio of people using more than one land use).

Itis also ;mpmtant to note that these shated patking models assutne that the patking supply
oti éach block, and within each quadrant, can reasonably be used by any potenitial patkes
ished 4s

visiﬁng 4 1a1id use. The applicability of the shated patking concept can be diriii

parking spaces ate reserved for specific user groups.
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Future Parking Supply and Demand

Future Dowiitown Tempe Development Projects

Cutrently, the DTG anticipates 12 future developinent projects that could impact parking

conditionss in the study area. These picjects include residential, retatl, restaiirant and office

projects. While not all of the details of eath of the aniticipated developments are known at

this point, estimates have been made congegning seven potential parking systeii inpacts.

The seven potefitial developthents with known parking issués are 2s follows:

pang W calicen- 28

Residential Project at the Armory — A 364-usit residential developiment is cuttently
planned for the formet Natiosial Guard Atmoty prépetty on the east side of the
study area. The development will also include approximately 37,800 s.£. of retail
space and 673 new parking spaces. Approximately 112 public paiking spaces will be
lost in the construction of the development (sésulting i a net parking gain of 561
spaces). The development has been estitiated to fieed approximately 673 parking

spaces by the City of Tempe.

Centerpoint Condominium Development — A 788-unit residetitial developinent is
cuttently underway for the atea notth. of the existing Harkins Theater in the
Southwest Quadrant of the study atea. The development will also include
approximately 37,609 s.f. of retail space and 1,829 new patking spaces. The parking
spaces lost in the development have already been included in the cutrent paﬂﬁng
supply. A parking demand of 2,027 parking spaces for this project has been
estimated by the City of Tempe.

Cosimo Bmldmg Devélopinent — The Cosmo Building is a mixed-use development to
oceut it the southwest coner of the Southwest Quadrant. The development is

anticipated to include 115 resideritial units and approximately 53,000 s.f: of retail

Planning Engiheating  Restoraiion



Downtown FTempe

space. The deveiqphient will also include approximately 646 new parking spaces.

Apptoxzitately 82 patking spaces will be lost in the construction of the development
(tesulting in a net parking gain of 564 spaces). The development has been estimated
to need approximately 541 parking spaces by the City of Tempe.

. Continued Development at Hayden Fetty —The continued development of the
Hayden Ferty propeity is anticipated to include 3 total of 410 residential units,

35,899 s.£. of new retail space, 35,899 s.f of new téstavtant space, 706,700 s.£. of new
office space, and 200 hotel rooms, ‘Thé overall devélopment will include
approfimately 4,144 parking spaces. The devélopment has been estimated to need
apptoximately 3,734 parking spaces by the City of Tempe.

. Tempe Mission Palms Expansion - An expansion of the Tempe Mission Palms is
afiticipated, including 200 new hotel rootns and approximately 6,000 s.f. of restaurant
space. The development will result in the loss of approxiniately 84 parking spaces,
anid no new spaces are planned to be. consttucted as part of the development. Based
on the anticipated land uses, the development would be estimated to need

approximately 276 patking spaces based on existing city code.

Downtown Teansit Center — A Downtown Tratisit Center is currently urder
cogisteuction o the former Bast Hall Lot in the Nottheast Quadrant. This

development will réstlt in the loss of approximately 180 paiking spaces,

University Squate Development — A mixed-use developmeiit is planned fof the
southerni portion of the Southeast Quadrant (adjacent to University Drive) that
woilld include 350 hotel roons, 422 residential units and approximately 240,000 &.£.

of office space. The developmient will result in the loss of approxithately 190

parking spaces, but 2,188 niew patking spaces are planned to be constructéd as patt




of the development. The development has been previously estitnated to fieed

approximately 2,020 parking spaces:

Five additional developtnent projects are in the eatly stages of development, but do not have
sufficient detzil necessaty to project parking demands. The following graphic illustrates the

apptoximate location of each of the listed development projects (identified by number).

Fig:uﬁe 8. Antidpated Denfeiopmenf'ﬂrgiggts
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development pirojéct wete éstimated using existing City of Tempe patking requirerents.
Then, the estimated patking demand was compared to the available parking within the

quadrant each developmerit is anticipated to be located. The following table illustrates the

projected parking adequacy impact of each project.

'I’able_ 2.

Futl.ue Parkmg Adequacy Summary

Project ﬁi‘gﬁi‘:& %Ily (;;ualdmnt | Parking Quadmnt Surplus/ Deficit-After
' Requ:remén s Project Surplus# Devclopment
i ‘ AR e AR E:@istin'gsuxplus -112 spiices lost - new
1. Résidesitial Project at the Asrriory 673 spaces” o 55;?2&7;5 o SsE ?::d i":: demand + 673 new spacts = 221 §pach
1,829 spaces (1,375 o
2 Cc_;‘i’t_'c}jfdi:it‘ Condoriiniuim 2,027 spaces™ for xwdcms) - sW Quz\d -519 | Bxisting susplus - naw demund + 1,839 new
Development I Appmveti by space suplus spacéd = 321 space surplog
Varange:
o e e | SW Quad - 321
3., Cosmo: Paiifding Development 541 spaces” 646 Sg;fg:éig* for spice sarplus e
' {aftez Ccntc:pﬂmt) su:pigs_
4. Corifinted Deelopment at ~ 4144 spaces (864 for} Not Applicable s et AT en
Hiydeti Fery 3,734 spaces cesidents) due to Distance Possible burplus of 410 dpaces.
e g T e, B NE Quad - 328 Esistig shiphis - 84 spaces lost- new
3. Temnpe Migsion Palins Fxpansion 276 spaces 0 spaces spacé surplus deratid = 32 space deficit
6. Downtowsi Transit Center N/A 0 spaces NEQMd N 3 % Existing deﬁ:(.:al%.- !80 Spaces st = 212
spice deficit space defigit
5E Quad. 21
- i Existing srplus - 190 spaces Jost - new
7. Uniivérsity Squiare Development 2020 s‘p:i‘cé§@ 2,188 :g:;z;t(‘gﬂ for {afﬁi;:mp! hmq' dernand 2,188 new spaces = 199 space
|  Drojecy suples

*. qug the City of Tempe Shased Paﬂung Model ( it appl:cable}

# - Froin the périod of greatest ‘overall

- Patking demand caloulated by the éxt) of ’I‘empe
@ - Bitirriated pitking deimind biased ora shared parking model, tut not calewlated by the dity

: rkmg Seciparicy - Wednesday

Cuttently, most of the development projects anticipated by the DTC will not resultin the

developineiit of negative parking adequaci;as. However, this assumes that available private

Pzann.ng Eng!nee g" ﬂesioraunn



]anu 2007
parking supplies could be tapped to provide shated parking for new and existing

developments.

However, the anticipated developinents in thie Nottheast Quadtant are cusrently anticipated
to result in parking defieits, even if existing public and private patking supplies ate used to
help offset projected defiiands. This will mean that Futute employees, residents, and visitors
of the developinents contained in thése areas will need to walk greater than two blocks from
available patking to their primaty destinations; ot additional parking supplies will be needed.
This will also increase the petception of the public and local meérchdnts that thete is

insufficient parking dusing peak periods of parking occuipancy in certain areas.

Again, the lack of more significant patking shortages fllustrated in Table 9 assumes that
visitors and employees will be wﬂlmg to walk a minimum of one to two blocks to reach their
desired destinations. Please note that the projection of future patking conditions does not
inchide any adjustments relative to the impaét of captive market conditions ot the use of
altesniative niodes of transportation. The completion of the light rail line thtough Ternpe

miay result in Jower parking demands in the futuie,

Anocthet impottant issue is the utilization of available public patking supplies. As mentioned
previously; thete is currently a parking supply of 3,356 spaces available to the géﬂci‘al pub]it;
(effective supply of 3,016). Of this supply, curtently 2,739 patking spaces are utilized at peak
(approsimately 91% of the available effective supply). As the demand for general public
pasking will increase over time, additional public parking supplies will be needed in the
futute. Also, someé of these pui:iic parking spaces will be lost t6 feWw dﬁﬁi’elo?meﬁts. As the
aviilable public patking ,sup'pi’y is fairly well utilized currenty, anticipated new development
pojects may not be able to rely on available public parking supplies. Future downtowi

development projects should be required to provide sufficient visitor parking fot their needs,

parking W W ealllicew- ' 32
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ot help finance new pubhcpalkmg supplies (e.g, in-lieu fees, assessments). The parking

irnpicts of future development projects are estitnated as follows:

s Southeast Quadrant (Armory and University Square Developmetits):

The anticipated Armory development will remove 112 existing public parking spaces
" from the available supply. As the Armory will only provide a number of patking
spaces equal to the estimated parking demand generated by the developmént, a
shortage of public parking spaces could occut. The existing public parking lot at the
Armory had 48 vebicles patked at peak. This parking demand will have to be
accotmodated elsewhere.
The University Square development will remove approximately 190 parking spaces
from existing supplies. These parking spaces ate generally private, servirig businesses
jocated on the same block. The development is anticipated to provide approximately
168 parking spaces over the projected patking demand. Therefore, if the excess
parking spaces ate open 10 the public, thete is 2 potential that the development could

result in an inciease i public parking,

The net impact to public parking in the quadrant could be a positive supply of
approximately 120 spaces, if the excess University Square parking is open to the

public.

Southwest Quadrant (Centerpoint and Cosmo Developments):
The Southwest Quadrant has a currently public parking surplus of approximately 35
parking spaces. The public patking lost to the Centerpoint development was

included in the paiking inventory and occupancy counts conducted in April 2006

The Cosmo project will not result in the loss of any public parking supplies.
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While the Southwest Quadrant has a curtent overall patkinig surplus of 519 parking

spaces, the majotity are located in ptivate parking facilities. Therefore, the amount
of surplus parking that can be utilized by the new developmiesits may be limited. The
Centetpoint development may create a larger parking demand thar cin be
accommodated in the patking included with the project (if the demand reaches the
level estimated by the City of Tempe), while the Cosmo developinent may tesult in
excess patking, An ovetall shortage of public parking inl the Southwest Quadrant
could result if underutilized private parking supplies cannot be used and patking
demand for the developmerit projects meet those estimated by the city

(approximately 70 spaces or more).

Nottheast Quadrant (Tempe Mission Palims and Downtown Transit Centet):
Cuttenitly, neither project is anticipated to include any new patking. There is

currently a public parking sutplus of 11 parking spaces.

The impacts of these developments on the public parking supply are difficult to
determine at this titne. The Tempe Mission Palts expansion fitay impact public
parkiig supplies in the quadtant, especially since the expansion is ént_i{:ip_ated to
include a restautant. However, the hotel may provide additional parking as part of
anothet nearby development in the future. The Downtown Transit Center may or
may not generate significant parking demand, While the primary purpose of the
center is to function as a transfer point for varions alternative modes of
transportation, some users may patk nearby and then catch a bus or the light sail.
Thetefore, additional analysis will be requited once more is known dbout these

projects. However, these developments will most likely negatively impact public

patking in the quadiant unless additional parking is provided.
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Aniother issue that can gieatly ithpact futute parking adequacy in the study arez i§ the

continued growth of Afizoha State University (ASU). Withan overall campus population of
over 60,000 faculty, staff and students, the parking demiands genetated by the campus can
often spill over ifito adjoinifg ateas. The high level of patking demand, coupled with
reductions in campus patkiag supplies and increases in parking fees, could lead to some
members of the ASU comtiuinity wtilizing ‘public patking in downtown Tempe (in addition

to those already parking downtown to visit ASU offices/classes located in the study atea).

ASU is cutrently projeéting sighificant losses of parking due to anticipated carpus
development projects. While some of this parking tay be added back into newly created
patking facilities, up to 5,000 campus parking spaces could be lost in the next five yeats.
With an estimated 35,000 vehicles driven to camptis each day, this loss of parking can have

deamatic results on the areas surrontiding the caimpis.

In order to address futuie parking detands, ASU is focusing on several alternatives designed
tc seduce parking needs. These alternatives include improving local and remote campus
transit, improving accommodations for other alteinative modes of transpoitation (e.g:;
bicycles, pedestiians), developing remote patking lots (péthaps on the light il route),
incteasing parking permit rates (to encourage the use of alternative modes of transportation),
and woiking with the City of Tempe concerning plansing and transpostation issues. The
University appeats committed to meeting the transportation needs of the camipus

comniiity without creating undue hatdships ori the surrounding community.

However, it miay prove difficult for ASU to provide enough transpottation options to
¢omp1cte1y eliminate the po_ﬁsibility that some ASU students and staff meimbers may patking
downtowd, Therefore, additional steps may need to be taken by the DTC to help mitigate
the impacts of ovetflow ASU parking in the downtown., Options could include increasing

patking tates to fiatch ASU rates, strictly enforcing on-street patking time limits; using
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raerchant validation programs to discourage the use of public parking by ASU comaiunity
membets (e.g,, tequiting a purchase for patking validations) and wotking closely with ASU
to find othet alternatives for meeting campus patking demands (e.g:, development of remote

paiking lots, ineredsed transif).

3.03. Planning for Future Parking Needs

The cutrent vision fot downtown Tempe includes marny elements. The downtoti is
planned to become an even mote impottant social and commercial ceniter, with the
continued development of few fetail and officé space as central focal points. The.
anticipated development plans also include 2 sighificant amount of new residenitial space.
This vision will result in higher patking deinands, and denser land ises, than the-cuttent

enviromnent.

In order to address fature parking needs not curtently anticipated, Casl Walker

recommends the follow methodology:

e  Ensure the land use information for the dowsitown is cuttent. This will provide
additional insight into existing parking demands, The land use data should be

updated as new developments occar.

o The first step in planning for future patking needs is to determine typical parking
demands. This is usually achieved by completing a patking supply and demand
sutvey. As was completed as patt of this study, this would entail maintaining currenit
patking space inventoties and conducting parking occupancy couiits (ideally at twice

pet yeat — fall and spring). This will provide a baseline of demsand data from which

to project future patking needs. These surveys will also help detetmiine the cotrect
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miix of shott-tertn and lofig-term patking (based on the utilization of each type of
parking).

Project the pmkmg siceds of each proposed development using either emsl:mg City
parking requiterents ot the ULIL Shared Parking Model. As shown previously, the
ULI Shared Parking Model may better tepresent potential patking demands.
Determine how patking detnand fot the new development will fluctuate dusing the
day by using a shared parkmg model. Determine how parking demand for the
proposed development will ifnpact parking supplies during the obsetved peak:
patking petiod (or the period of greatest parking demand). Where applicable, factot
in possible parking demand reductions due to captive market effects and alteriative

modes of transpottation,

Use the contept of shated patking to ensute the efficient use of available patking
supplies (especially for mixed-use developments), Again, shared parking is defined
as paiking that can scive mote than one single land use, without conflict. An
electronic shared parkifig spréadsheet will be provided to. the city, based on the
model creéated by the Urban Land Institute.

Once patking detnatids have been projected, determine how the development will
impact existing conditions. If the developmerit creates a patking deficit within the
zohe where it is located (the zone would typically be a one o1 two block radius
sirfounding the developtent, or the associated quadrant), additional on-site or off-

site patking supplies will be riecessary.

While the parking demand for many land uses ¢can be spread over greater distarices,
the creation of residential space in the downtown should include sufficient on-site

patking. Residential projects that lack sufficient patking are rarely marketable,and
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conflicts will atise should the use of public parking spaces be necessary. Howevet,
additional analysis tay be necessaty to accurately determine residential parking
desnarids in the downtowi. Urbai tesidential land uses typically have lower parking
demands than suburban residential developments, as mote alternative

trasispottations options exists and vehicle needs are reduced.

Futute downtown developments should include sufficient ADA accessible _parkih'g
on-site. The city could requite developments to provide a suitable poition of their

required parking on-site (or directly adjacent to the site) to ensute enough accessible

When parking is planned for new developments, or when new public parking
supplies are created, sufficient accessible patking must be provided (as rfequired by
fedeial and state guidelines'). Sometimes, parking demand for accessible pa'rkiﬂg may
bé larger than the minimum réquirements. In otdet to ensure sufficient space 1s
provided, petiodic reviews of accessible patking demand should be patt of larger
parking inventory and occupancy sutveys. Through pegodic occupancy studies, and
cothfnunity input, the city Wwill be in position to ensure sufficient accessible parking is

proﬁ&eﬂ.

Estisting and future surface parking lots should include landscaping and/or shade
stiiictures that can provide shade to parked vehicles. This could be accomplished
thirotigh the use of fast growing, low water use shade trees. These trees can be

planted around parking lots and in internal Jandscaped islands. Pedestrian paths

to/from parking facilities should also provide shade in a similar fashion.

o
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4. Parking Alternatives Analysis

After reviewing the currént parking adequacy in downtown “Tempe, and projecting the future
adequacy, it is clear that new developnents thay léad to possible patking deficits in up to two
study atea quadrants (Southwest and Nottheast Quadfants). The amount of any future
parking shortages will depend o how much, if any, of the pi:‘_ivate p'afkiﬁg supply in each of
the fout quadrants could be. tapped to provide parking for developments. If the available
parking sutplus in each quadrant cannot be fully utilized, greater parking deficits could result.

In any case; additional developtnent projects iti the future could lead to parking deficits.

To meet future parking demands, sevetal options are available to the IYTC and the City of

Testipe:

e The DTC/city could decide to work with private parking lot ownets within the
impact aréas to better utilize existing patking stipplies. Using the concept of shated

patking, exisﬁhg parking resouices ¢ould be more effectively utilized to meet needs.

o The DTC/city could ¢reate additional parking spaces (primatily new off-street
spaces) to provide additional parking. New sutface parking spaces could be cigated
in existing unitnproved areas. The land used for sutface parking could be developed
in the future to a higher and better use (&g, Jand banking). If space is not available
for sutface patking, or surface patking cannot be located close enough to parking
demand genetators, structuted parking could becore a viable option. The cost for
providing patking could be covered through parking user fees and/ot fees charged

to developers. (e.g., in-lieu fees, special assessments, developtent fees).

e The DTC/¢ity could require new downtown developments to provide sufficient

patking. New developments would provide their own parkinig for employe_és and

" ar. )
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visitors. This will result in higher costs for developers aiid vety likely the

overdevelopment of parking supplies.
s The city could utilize a combination of alternatives.

With atiy of these alternatives, it is important to provide adequate considerations for
altetrative modes of transpostation. This would include adequate pedestiian paths, bicycle
paths and patking, transit stops and accommodations for other alternative modes of

transportation.

In the Fitst Altéfnative, the DTC would work with downtown parkiig lot ownets to better
utilize available parking supplies. This would mitigate the need to construct additional
parking. As sufficient parkmg is cuifently available in most areas whete devélqpﬁieﬁt is
planned (based on the patking occupancy study), this alternative has metit. Better vitilizing
the available supply would at least reduce the need for futuze parking supply additions,
maintdin existing vacant land ot future development space, encourage pedestrian moveinent
through the downtown and reduce city patking responsibilities (e.g, thaintenance, sigriage).
The utilization of some curtently under-utilized parking supplies‘ could éven be improved
through a vatying rate stracture (e.g:, high demand parking cost fnore than low defhand
Par}sing) coupled with directional signage and appropriate marketing materials (e.g., maps,

website, information in lecal businesses).

Based on the observed occupancy in the downtown, some options could include the use of
the existing parking suspluses in the Chase and Centerpoint parking garages and the Fifth
and Fatmer Lot. These parking facilities could provide up to 550 parking spaces during the

peak patking petiod (based on the completed occupancy survey).

R WY E 1 IC= o

40

Fiannlng ér:fcj‘:n@uﬁﬁg" Résinratin



In ordet to encouitpe thé shared use of piivate patking facilities, the city could use one or

mote of the following techniqués/incentives:

e The DTC could communicate the positives of shared parking to the ptivate parking
lot owners. The positives include increased pedestrian tiaffic near their businiesses,
conifinted downtown development, maintaining future developriient sites 4nd other
non-parking Tanid-uses, easiet to use parking for downtown visitors, reévenue from

piiking; etc.

o  Shared parking could be limited to evenings and weekends. Sighage would need to
convey the set parking requirements. This could help provide convetiient evening

parkitig around the Southwest and Notthwest Quadrants.

» The DTC could provide various incentives for privite parking lot owners that agtee
to allow shated parking. Incenitives could include Tandscape mainitenatice; petiodic

lot maintenance, petiodic lot cleaning/ sweeping, ete.

e The DTC could provide improved and better looking signage for private patking
lots. The signage could denote parking restrictions and petiods of open public
patking,

Communities the size of Tempe typically tnake atrangements for shated-use patking on an as
needed basis, deve’lopiﬁgf agreements with p;;i'vrate parking ownets permitting pub}ic use aftet
cettain houts, on weekends, ete. The DTCs existing “Park-If* program organizes a series of
ptivately owned facilities into what appears to be a siigle parking system. The various
pa‘-tking facilities provide pﬁbﬁc‘: p;a.ﬂdﬁg, after the needs of the individual developments ate
aadt-essed. The system nsés a common matketing and signage progiam providing the

appearance of a unified patking system. The DTC opetates and minages fhie private parking
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facilities, taking a small percentage of the revenues for covering opetating costs and

stréetscape projects in dowritowsn. The curtenit system shows what is possible with respect

to improving the utilization of existing ptivate patking supplies.

However, this apptoach to dealing with future parking néeds may not adequately meet the
piojected parking deficit. First, the number of parking lot ownets willing to cooperate may
not be sufficient to provide the necessaty parking. Second, the location of available parking
supplies may not provide “acceptable” parkinig to existing and futute downtown
developments. The available parking supplies may not be within an acceptable walking
distance, lot conditions could be poot, etc. Finally, the available parking supply tay be

insufficient to meet anticipated parking demands.

The Second Altesnative available to the DTC is to cteaté additional parking spaces, or
improve the capacities of existing lots to provide sufficient parking to meet future demands.
This altemnative would irivolve an analysis of existing parking lot physical layouts to
determine if improvements could be made to increase lot capacities. Theotetically, both
public and private patking supplies could be included in this adalysis with the consent of
ptivate patking owness. The improved utilization of existing parking ateas is substantially
less costly than creating new spaces. However, it is unlikely any significant new sutface
parking could be created by developing new lots ot by changing the existing patking lots

without sacrificing landscaping/green space.

The DTC ox the City of Tempe could decide to construct new sttuctured pmkmg supplies to
addréss unmet future parking demands (either in a publicly financed facility or ina
public/private pattaership). For example, the DTC or the City of Tempe could constrict a

new patking structite to tmeet any unmet demands created by new developinents iii the

Southwest and Nottheast Quadrants. To support future projected patking needs, additional’
striictuted parking supplies could be included in the potential Fifth and Farmez developrient
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(to suppott Southwest Quadrant needs) and/ot near the Tempe Mission Palms expansion.
The facilities could incotporate first level commetcial space and/ot residential space. The

following graphic illustrates some possible parking facility locations.

Figure 9. Possible Patking Facility Locations

P0831ble Facﬂity
Locaﬁons

However, it is impottant to note the disadvantages to niew patking facility construction,

Fist, the new facilities may be constructed outside of the designated impact atea of 2

development (based on available Jand). This may mean that walking distances ate ot

acceptable, and therefore the lots may be underutilized ot the lots may not be utilized by the
" developments for which they wete intended. Second, the DTC or the city would have to

pay for the construction of the new parking facilities, as well as annual maintenance and

Co ol
Parkmé Walkmr 43

Englneaﬂng Resiorlion




Janiaty 2007
operating costs. With typical parking facility construction averaging $12,000 per parking
space, the expense of creating new parkiﬁg structures can be significant. Third, locating
additional patking resources on the perimeter of the downtows would limit the size of thé
atea the facilities could serve. Finally, traffic studies will be needed to engure the existing
streét system can handle the traffic generated by the parkmg facilities: E}ustmg traffic
conditions could limit parking facility location optiofis,

Thé Third Altesnative availible to the DTC/ City of Tempe would be to require new
dowitown developments to provide theif owi patking tesources; This would involve
setfing patking requirements for new developments, based on piojected lind uses, and
enforcing parking zoning codes. The main advantage to this alternative is that the
DTC/City of Tempe would not be required to construct, maintiin and opetate new parking
supplies in the downtown. While some towns and cities requiré developments to provide
their owrl parking supplies; many downtowns that are encoutaging developmerit offer
reduced parking tequirerhents or do notuse any parking requirerients at all, Tustead,
typmally the dity works with the development to provide sufficient parking, However, the

level of develophent interest in downtown Tempe may make this ificeritive unfiecessaty.

A vasiation of this alternative s to tequire developers to pay a fee to covet the ¢reation of
new public patkmg résources, This could be a specific developmeiit fee or an in-lieu fee.
These fees typmaﬂy allow developers to pay the. city for the right to fiot credté parking for
their development. The city would then use the funds to create public parking facilities in
the futare, whei needed;

The use of patking fees like in-lieu can have several advantages:

'parksng'Walker
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Offering parking in-lien fees provide developers with an option to providing

expensive on-site patking. The cost of purchasing the necessary land and funding lot

constriction is typically mote expensive for developers than paying the in-lieu fees.

Patking ifi-liew fees encourage shared patking. As developers stap constiucting small
piivate patking facilities; parking is consolidated into larger public parking supplies.
This fesults in a mote efficient use of available land, the creation of fewet parking

spaces and conditions that encoutage pedesttiaii movement between developments.

The city would have more control over where parking fesources are located and how

they are operated and managed.

As less parking Is eteated, and the parking that is created is consolidated, mote space

is available for other Jand uses.

While the use of developer parking fees can ptovide a lot of benefits to the city, there ate

also some drawbacks:

Paﬂcj’hg may hawé to be located less conveniently to primaty destindtions. As parking
is conisolidated into fewer Jocations, some ptimary destinations will be located

furthier away than if they provided their own patking.

As the DTC/city creates more public patking facilities, they will have to cover annual

opetating, maintenance and manageinent costs.

As shared parking would be used, fewes parking spaces would be created. This
could mean mote traffic and frustiation duting unusually high periods of parking
demand, such as duiing speéial eveénts:
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¢ The use of these fees could discourage development of the downtown in favor of

subuiban locitions with space for surface patking.

» Depending on how the construction of the parking facility is financed, the DTC/¢ity
conild be limited in how the facility is used to provide parking for private

developments,

The fees charged to developets ate typically determined by eithes the cost of land ot the
typical cofistruction cost of structured parking per patking space. The construction cost per
space ¢oiild be set at the cost to provide either sutface ot structured parkiilg. For example, a
ronnicipality in a similar situdtion as Tempe may decide to charge developeis the current
apptoxithate constiuction cost of a structured parking space at $12,000 pet space {not
including land costs and othet soft costs), A development that would typically be required
to ptovide 50 parking spaces wotld therefore be charged $600,000 in-lieu of pi‘dﬁfidirig the
necessafy parking. This fee could be converted into an impact fee of “X” dollass pet squate
foot by dividing the total calculated parking in-lieu fee by the grosé square footagg of the
development. Cail Walkerwould fet‘:ozﬁm&d setting development fees ot in-lieu fees ata
minimun equivalent of providing structuted parking (including typical soft costs of 25%), or
at least apptoximately §1 5,000 per space to help fund future patking construction.

'The Final Alternative is actually a combination of the previous three alternatives, This
alternative would involve the DTC wotking with private patking lot owaers to better utilize
the existing parking surplus before adding additional parking supplies. If sufficient parking
could not be secured using this approach, then the DTC could investigate improving existing
parking supplies and/or adding new supphes as-approptiate. If new parking spaces were

added, eithet through surface lots, ofi-street spaces ot parking stricites, the DTC could

look to developers to help defray at jeast some of the costs. Carl Walker recommends this

Parking W s
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altetnative, as it provides a teasonable apptoach to dealing with futute parking demands and
should help limit fature parking systém expenses. Also, this approach will allow the city to
show the community that all options wete explored priot to expending city funds for
building 4 parking facility.

In planning to meet future parking needs, it is also impogtait to incorporate other
transpotrtation issues. The concept of integrating transportation and parking elements as
past of the latger strategic vision fot the downtown suppotts the contirination of the “Patk
Oncé — Pedestrian First” planning concept. This concept encoutages employees and visitors
to park their vehicles in one location and then use anothet fortn of transpostation to move
afonnd the downtown with excellent pedestrian, transit, patking and bicycle facilities. There
are three essential elements to achieving this vision, as outlined below (many of which are

dlieddy being used in downtown Tempe):

o EBnsute downtowr streets arid sidewslks adequately serve the rieeds of pedestiians,
teansit users, bicyclists and cats with the focus on setving pedesttians fitst. This

action element can be suppoited by:

o The creation of safe, attractive, shaded and iiiviting pedestrian linkages to

connect downtown destinations 4nd parking facilities.

o Ensuting pedesttian crossings acioss tndjot streets provide sufficient time for

people to cross the street.

© Where necessary; using traffic calming strategies such as speed humps, lower
speed limits, on-street patking, etc.

o Where possible, including bicycle paths on foadways.

Blcer
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o Providing amenities such as improved lighting, signage, street fugniture,

landscaping, etc. in public right-of-ways to suppott and encourage pedestrian
aCﬁVltY¢

o Bicycle racks, lockers or other bicycle friendly faciliies should be provided

throughout the downtown.

o Developing, managing and operating parking as an essefitial civic infrastructure and
teducing overall parking tatios over time to create a “Park Once” environment. This

action element can be suppotted by:

o The usage of in-lieu parking assessments for developments plansed in the
dowitown to suppott the fatute funding of steategically located parking

rEsources.

o Encouraging the “Patk-Once” strategy through shared parking for both

public and private parking resources.

o Ensuring all public parking resources are efficiently and effectively designed
and nianaged. Encourage efficlent design ind manageinent in piivate

parking resources as well.

o Maximizing on-stréet patking throughout the downtown, and monitoring
véhicle dutation and tumover. Encourage the tumover of on-stréet parking
through monitoting, communication with downtown busifiess owners and, if

necessaty, other meatis such as patking enforcement, higher parking rates,

efc.




o Locating long-tesm pasking facilities on the perimetet of the downtown

(where feasible) and locate shott-term parking throughout the dovwitown.
Ensute the propet mix of parking thyotigh periodic parkifig occupancy

COUmis,

& Incotporating ground floor commercial activity into designs, Where

apptoptiate, when additional parking structures ate developed in the future.

o Whete necessary, imptoving existing surface parking lots iri the downtown

(e.g-, paving, landscaping, lighting, idenitification signage).

» Eosuiing the downtown is understandable and attractive to infrequent users. This

can be supported by:
o Actively promoting tiew downtowh attractions and developments including
parking aviilability/locations and altetnative transportation options. This

can be done using pi'illted matetials, as well as the ¢ity website.

o Improving the downtown informational and directional (wayfinding) signage

progiatn with a speéial emphasis on available parking resources.
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5. Recommendations Summary

Gutrently, over 70% of the available patking supply in the downtown is occupied duting the
typical peak parking petiod, With the level of surplus parking in most aress, coupled with
the anticipated amount of patking planned to accompany each development project, it is
unlikely that significant new parking tesoutces will be necessaty in the immediate futute.
Howevet, thete is a possibility that futute develgpments in the downtown, ot those at ASU,
could lead to significant parking supply deficits. Therefore, future downtown development
miay necessitate the development of additional parking resources. With this in mind, Carl

Walker recommends the following steps be taken by the city (in order of priority):

1. Develop and apptove a set of Guiding Principles for dointown parking. The
Guiding Principles will guide the futute development of the downtown parking
system, as well as provide reasonable constiaints within which future parking issues

cati be addressed.

2. Determine how patking will be pxovided in the future. Should all developments be
req_uii‘éd to miket the existing city patking requirements, Ox will mote emphasis be
piac_:ed on utilizing alternative modes of transpox:‘ta'iiqn? Will futuee large scale

paiking facilities be constructed by the city (perhaps usiﬁg p'atking‘ m—lie‘u fees) fot

developexs? Ideaily, the plannmg goals for the palkmg system sho,uld match the

cutrent downtown Tempe master plan.

3. Considet updating the current parking zoning code to use the shated parking model

developed by the Utban Land Institute. The model is more flexible than the existing

Blaniing Eng%neanng' TResioration



patking fieeds, and provides for more seasonal adjustiments. Also, consider using the

methodology for planning fot parking detailed i Section 3.3 of this repoxt.

Cotitiniue to ensute sufficient downtown paiking sighage exists. The DTC has done
a fantastic job in creatifig an easily identifiable downtown paﬂﬁngg‘“hfhﬁd”.-
Incotporate sufficient pal‘kiﬁg signage in any new downtown signage plans.
Trailblazing signs should be located on incoming stieets to difect visjtois to available
patkiiig supplies. Parkinglots should have identifying signage that ificludes uset
group restiictions, ag well s lot identification (e.g.; lot name, rumber), On-street
patkigg sigﬁs should remind users they are intended for shott-térm visitors by‘

denotitig visitor parkitig and any timé restrictions.

The coticept of inteptatinig transportation and parking elements 4s part of the larger
strategic vision fot the downtown supports the continued use of a “Park Onee —
Pedestriai Fifst” planning concept. As previously stated, this concept eficourages
employees and visitors to patk theit vehicles in one location and thefi use afiother
form of transpottatiofi to move iround the downtown with excellent pedestrian,
transit, parking and bicycle facilities, This concept will continue to be very important

as the dowritown develops.

Provide sufficient sapport for alternative modes of transpottation. Continue to
provide adequaté bicycle ricks, bus stops, comfortable pedestrian paths, bike paths,
efe: in the downtowi to eficourage 4 transit/ ped;::s_t_tiﬁn first mentality. A marketing

campaign could be cieated to encourage people (especially downtown employees) to

walk, bike, carpool, vanpool or use triass transit to téavel to the downtown area.




7. Work with developets, property ownets and coinmunity stakeholders to improve

both real and petceived safety levels in parking areas and on pedestrian pathways.

Parking areas should provide a minimum of 2.0 to 5.0 footcandles per squate foot.

Designate siifficient long-term parking in the downtown. Long-term patking should
be provided in underutilized off-street parking lots and pesimeter on-street parking
spaces. Ideally, these spaces worild be located more on the perimeter of the.

dowiitown cote, with the parking located closer to cote destinatiofis resefved for

downtown should provide sothe long-term parking.

9. With respect to niew developments, ttempt to better utilize existing patking supplies

prict to designing and constructing new patking areas. The city should wotk with
ptivate patking lot ownets to better ufilize existing supplies, to the benefit of the city,
developets and the private lot owners. The continued development of downtown
will wartant the construction of additional parking supplies within an acceptable

walkifig distance of the dowrtown cote.

. Ensute the city has sufficient land use data for the downtown, and update annually

or as fiecessaty.

Conduct an update of the parking inventory and occupancy sutveys contained in this

tepott. These cougits should be updated as necessary (when new developments

occur) and apda‘tes; should be conducted twice per yeat at a. mififtrigm.
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3, Work with downtown businesses to determitie loading and delivery needs. Where

possible, desighate specific loading zones, and determine adequate hours for delivery
vehicle patking. Loading zones could be used for shott-term visitor parking after
designated loading zone hous.

Continue to develop and refine the patking marketing program to ifclude up-to-date
informationi for downtown visitots and businesses. Updaté downtown patking
maps, detallmg on-stteet and off-street parking supplies aid systeri information, as
needed, Update the parking infotmation provided on the DTC swebsite, and
encoutage other downtown busifiesses/organizations to include links to the DIC
site o their websites. Easuge the lines of communication between the DTC, city

and downtown businessés remain open concerning parking issues.

Develop additional parking supplies when needed. The lots should be placed and
sized approptiately, using the parking supply and demand analysis methodology
detailed in this parking study repott. Pedestrian paths to/from the parking should
encoutage use by providing level walking susfaces, shading, pedestrian amenities (e.g:

benches, etc)) and traffic (:ain)h‘;g méasitres as needed.

As it is unlikely that the downtown parking system would be able to genetate
sufficient revenues to fully pay for public padkng facilities (operations and borid
debt), other funding options should be exploted. This could include in-lieu fees or

special assessments charged to developers, increasing parking rates/fees; etc.

. The creation of structured patking should be viewed as the orily sustainable option

foi 'pfo_viding parking for the future. Exisﬁﬂg sutface patking lots will be slowly lost
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facilities (e.g., patking structures that incorporate fist level retail space, adjacent

residential units, commes¢ial space above the structure) tay be the prefered types
of patking development dewntown. It is also important to temendbet that the value
of a prrking garage could extend beyond the revenues it genetates by providing an

additional incentive for downtown development.

4. Tdeally; the developinent of dewntown parking facilities would coincide with the
development(s) they serve. If a developer is interested in developing 4 pottion of the
downtown, and sufficient patking supplies cannot be provided using other methods,
they could be reguited to provide the necessary parking ot the DTC/city could
propose providing the necessaty parking along with the construction of the

development. Inlieu fees cotld be used to provide the funds necessary fot parking

facility design and construction,

‘ Wl
parking W Wienlilcezw
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